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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report, prepared for Nevada Coutty Robert D. Niehaus, Inc. (RDNpresents results dhe
economic and fiscal impact analysis of the proposed Hddmyland Mine projec{proposed project)

The proposed project would reinitiate underground mining and gold mineralization processing in
Nevada County, which would result in costs and benefits to the local comnilimgystudy evaluates
potential costs and benefidé the proposed project in Neda County Potential costs include increased
need for public services, while potential benefits include increased economic activity, employment,
wages, and tax revenud&his study also assessesether operatiorof the proposed project may
indirectly impac¢ local property valuesAlthough thisstudy assumethe project proponent, Rise Grass
Valley (RGV), would construct and operate the proposed projbet impacts would remain the same if
another operatowere to purchase the mirmcause the new operatwould be subjectto the same
constraints, conditions, and requirements

The County is responsible for processing and reviewing RG@yplication for consideration by
decisionmakers, including the Nevada County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.
Understanding both costs and benefits of the proposed project and how they relate to one another is
important for helping decisiemakers, as well as the public and other stakeholders, better understand
the economic implications of the proposed profecthe local community. This study aims to provide a
clearer picture of the proposed projectods pote
including anticipated costs and benefits of the proposed prijebtevada County This study, in
combination with the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR), provides valuable information about
the potential impacts of the proposed project to help inform the decis&ing process.

This study evaluates thanticipatedeconomicand fiscalimpacs of the proposed project ttocal
businessegesidential property values, utility providers, public services, tax revenues, and the County
Gener al Fund. Given the wuncertainty regarding
these results requiraeful interpretationAlthough this study includes information about the economic
impacts of the proposed project during multiple phdssmnstruction, ramp up, and ongoing
operatio® the most critical impacts are those related to ongoing operation. Tieertfs summary
focuses onthe impact of ongoing project operationo businesses, residents, utility providers,
government agencies, and special districtdemada County

The results of thisconomic and fiscal impaanalysis are summarized belolhis analysis assumése
proposed project would operate@sposed by the applicant and documented in the project description
in the Draft EIR, and tha p p | i progectiond ®r employment, payroll, and operational expenditures
on goods and servicesgwided for this study are accurafehis report presents atlollar figuresin
constant (inflatioradjusted022dollars.

Economic Impact from Proposed Project Spending

1 RGV provided estimatedannual payroll expendituredor the proposed projectwhich are
expected to tote$381 million for 312 jobs, including 213 local hires and 99 #ocal hires, for
an average $122,000 total compensation (i.e., wages plus besgfier job.

1T RDN adjusted RGVOs estimated | ocal annual 0
based on known industry dynamics of local versus-lnoal spending. The revised annual
operational expenditures total $5.0 million. This estimate is #vi5| | i on | ower t |
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original estimatef $12.5 million

1 Full operation of the proposed project would result in yearly output of $202.8 millidevada
County. The community impactwhich considers the portion ofitputthat would be generated
by RGV spending and benefits the local communitguld be $61.1 million.

1 During full operation, the proposed project would directly employ 312 workers and the proposed
projectdos operational expenditures on goods:s
indirect and induced jobs at local businesses.

1 Operation of the proposed project would result in yearly labor income of approximately $45.4
million: $38.1 million from jobs working directly for the mine (direct jobs), $2.2 million from
jobs in supporting inastries (indirect jobs), and $5.1 million from jobs in industries that serve
residents (induced jobs).

Impact to Local Property Values

1 RDN performed extensive research and analysis and found no conclusive evidence to assert that
the proposed project would have a significant impact on local property values.

1 An extensive literature review did notentify any studies that focused specifigaon property
value impacts of a modern, underground mineral mine.

1 A rigorous analysis of three mines determined to be viable case study locations filndi r@ot
statistically significant impact on nearby residential property values.

1 A survey of licensed real estate professionals in Nevada County asticat most respondents
believe that thgproposedoroject would result in a large and permanent negativedimgalocal
property values. This result is coupled with ithepinion that the Draft EIR significantly
understates the significance of the proposed

Impacts to Utilities, Public Services, and the General Fund

1 The County provides public services that would be affected by the proposed project and
associated increase in population. Certain costs would be covered by mitigation through the
poj ect 6s conditions of approval. Costs to t
associated with law enforcement and emergency services, which expect increases in costs related
to heightened traffic on local roads and associated vehicle accident

T RGV6s miner al property tax accounts for a s
revenueMineral property taxes would be basauthe amount of gold reserves that are available
and economically viable, which is currently unknown. Given thisertainty, RDN estimates
that the tax revenue on mineral properties going to the County GeneraWbuitbbe between
$141,000 and $742,000 the first year of full productianThis value would decreaseer time
if mineral propelieswerereduced durig operation without the discovery of additional reserves.

9 During full operation, the proposed project would result in approximately $881,000 in estimated
annual tax revenue from property, sales, and othes t@xe to indirect and induced effects from

ROBERT D. NIEHAUS, INC. ii Economic Consulting
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RGV spending, with $147,000 of this revenue going to the Nevada County General Fund.

1 This study estimates ange for the net fiscal impact of the proposed project to the Nevada
County General Fund. The higind estimate is $763,000 in the first year of fyletion,
declining gradually to somewhere between $760,000 and $741,000 per year for as long as the
mine is fully operational and continues discovering new reserves at the projected rate of
extraction. The lowend estimate is $163,000 in the first yeafudf operation before declining
over an eighyear productive life of the mine to somewhere between $22,000 and $17,000 per
year after exhausting mineral reserves.

ROBERT D. NIEHAUS, INC. iii Economic Consulting
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1. INTRODUCTION

Rise Gras¥/alley (RGV), a private company, is applying to construct and operate the-Mahdand

Mine Project (proposed project), which would reinitiate underground mining and gold mineralization
processing in Nevada County. The County is responsible for progemsihreviewing the application

for consideration by decisiemakers, including the Nevada County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors. I n order to provide a clearer pic
community, the Conty contracted with RobebD. Niehaus, Inc. (RDN) to perform this economic impact
analysis. The study was performed concurrently with the environmental review process and, in
combination with theDraft Environmental Impact Report (EIR), provides valuaibl®rmation about

the potential impacts of the proposed project to help inform the decsa&ing process.

This study evaluates the proposed project based on the assumption that it would opecgiesas by

the applicant and documented in the projeesadiption in the Draft EIRAny concerns about the
potential for theproposedoroject to result in environmental impacts above or below thsseissed in

the Draft EIR should be addressed as part of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).process
This study assumes RGV constructs and operates the proposed [rajecther mine operator were to
purchase the mine and assume responsibility for the project, they would be subject to the same
constraints, conditions, and requirements. Thereforegxbected economic impact wouldmain the

same.

Construction and operation of the proposed project would result in costs and benefits to the local
communityas a result of new mining activityrhese activitiesvould provide financial benefits to the
community by increasing economic activity and supporting new jobs. Howevercthdgalsoresult in
adverseenvironmentaleffects, such as increased traffic volumes, noise levels,vudl impacts
making the surroundingarea a less desirable place to lsevisit. In the event the proposed project
resulted insubstantialong-term adverse effectghese effects coulttanslate to indirect financial costs

in the form of reduced property valuasd County tax revenues

Understanding both costs and benefitshe proposedproject and how they relate to one another is
important for helping decisiemakers, as well as the public and other stakeholders, better understand
the economic implication®f the proposed projedio the local communityThis study provides
quantitative analysis of the measurable economic impacts, including estimated impadfsutplocal

jobs, andproperty valuesas well as qualitative analysis of other financial costs and benefits that cannot
be precisely measured, such as potetighcts to existing local businesses that are not captured in the
aggregated datd@he conclusion of this studgpcludes a summaryof the costs relative to the benefits of
theproposedroject to help provide an understanding of the overall economicstiette project.

The following sections of this report include:
- Section2: Proposed Project Summaryi This section provides an overview of the proposed

project including key project components that affect the economic and fiscal impact analysis

- Section 3: Economic Impact from Proposed Project Spendingi This section evaluates the
estimatedpayroll and expendituregnd resultingoutput, employment, and labor income that
construction and operation of the proposed project woeitetraten Nevada County

- Section4: Impact to Local Property Valuesi This section provides an analysishaiw similar

ROBERT D. NIEHAUS, INC. 1 Economic Consulting
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projects have impacted property values and discusses the potential impaoe @rdposed
project to property values iNevada County; this section also includes the results of an opinion
surveythat askedocal Realtors® to estimate the potential impacts

- Section 5. Impacts to Utilities, Public Services and the General Fund 7 This section
summarizes anticipated fiscal impactautdity providers,public servicestax revenuesand the
County General Fund

ROBERT D. NIEHAUS, INC. 2 Economic Consulting
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2. PROPOSED PROJECT SUMMARY

The proposed project would réiate underground mining and gold mineralization processing for the
IdahoMaryland Mine over an 89ear permit period, with proposed operation occurring 24 hours a day,

7 days a week during full operations. It includes underground mining within the Q1)68Grface acres

to which the applicant retains mineral rights and algneeind activities at two properties comprising
approximately 175 acres in unincorporated western Nevada County: the Brunswick and Centennial
industrial sites. The proposed project \Wwboonstruct and operate abegeund mineral processing and
water treatment facilities at the Brunswick Industrial Site and place engineered fill at both industrial
sites for the first five years of the project. Once these sites have reached theiedsmaphcity for
engineered fill, thignaterialwould be trucked out of the area for disposal elsewHerse.a detailed
description of the proposed project, refeSerction 3: Project Descriptioof the Draft EIR.

This section provides a summary of thenpary project components that affect the economic impact
analysis including theproposedp r 0] e c t 06 sstimmtedeweldofigiolé production, andnticipated
increase in vehicle and truck trips on local roadwaysich would increase needs and associated costs

for public law enforcement and emergency serviégemwther key componentish e pr oposed ¢
local spending on project operatjoimcluding bothpayroll and expenditures on goods and seryices
which is discgsed inSection3.1 Project Payroll and Expenditures

2.1 Project Location and Description

The proposed projectds -groudde mirgralopmwoeedsingnactiviiies gould n d
occur on theBrunswick Industrial Sitewhich is located on approximately 1H@resimmediately
southwest of theEast Bennett Road and Brunswick Road intersecfitve site is currently located in
unincorporated Nevada County, though the northern portion is alsb witht he Ci ty of G
long-term sphere of influencdhis means the City could someday anrexriorthern portion of the site

into their incorporated city boundary. The property is an industrial site with several historic mine shaft
entrancesincluding the Brunswick and Union Hill shaftehich arecurrently coveredThe property

was more recently used for a sawmill that operated into the early ZR@@sundingpropertiesnclude
low-density residences to the north, west, south, and east, industrial uses to the nogpaopea the

west and south, and South kaWolf Creek to the west

During the first five years of mining operation, the proposed project would place engineered fill at the
Centennialndustrial Site, which is located on approximately 56 acoeshsvest of the Idaho Maryland
Road and Centennial De intersectionand is entirely within unincorporated Nevada County tred
City of Gr a sterm 3pherelokinfldescelhe siteig located immediately adjacent tioe

City of Grass Valleywith the western, northern, and part of the eastempepty lines located along the

c i tbpuhdary. The site is designated for light industrial uses and was previoushyp ukgabsit mine
tailings Development is not currently permitted on the majority of #itis due to unstable soils and
contamination but RGV is performingvoluntary cleanupof the site. Cleanup efforts are a separate
project and are not part of the proposed project. Usesutrauadthe Centennial Industrial Siteclude
commercial uset the north, west, and eaatd industrial use® the north, south, and east

Figure 2-1 provides aroverview of the project area, depicting the location of the project sites and the
underground nmeral rights boundary. No underground mining activity would occur in the first 500 feet
of the surface except at access points on the projecEgiige 2-2 mapsthe proposed haul roes for
transporing material to and from the project sites.

ROBERT D. NIEHAUS, INC. 3 Economic Consulting
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Figure2-1. Project Location
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Figure2-2. Proposed HauRoutes
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2.2 Key Project Components

The anticipategchedule for the proposed project includes 18 months of agyrouad construction and
mine dewatering, 18 months of initial ramp, and then full ongoing project operation. The construction
phase includes the construction of abgveund facilities and #hinitial dewatering of mine shafts. The
rampup phase includes underground construction, employee training,camimissioning initial
mining, andrampup to full production and workforce. Once these phases areletanphe project
would be in its fulloperation phase, which would continue for as long as the mine is active, up te the 80
year permit periodrigure2-3 displays the projected schedule for the propgsepect.

Figure2-3 Proposed Project Schedule
Project Phase Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4+
Construction & Dewatering
Initial Ramp-up Period
Ongoing Operation

This study uses estimates of the proposed pr o]
production, based on data provided by RGV. RGV provided infoomatibout underground gold
mining operations with similar throughputs to the proposed project and similar reserve grades to historic
production at the IdakhMaryland Mine. These mines maintain approximately 5 to 11 years of mineral
reserves with an averagé 8 years, meaning that they extract their known reserves over aryeaght

period as they continue to explore and discover additional reserves. The 2021 economic impact report
commissioned by RGV projected annual mineral production of the dimpland Mine would be
108,400 ounces of gold per year basedorestimate 365,000 tons odnnualgold mineralization and

the assumption that mineralization grades are at historic levels achieved before mine(Alogslied
Economics LLC 2021). Based on thisfamrmation, this study assumes the proposed project would
maintain eight years of mineral reserves and produce 108,400 ounces of gold per year.

The proposed project would increase traffic in the area from workers commuting to their jobs and from
new truck tips associated with project operation, which would impact -teng costs to law
enforcement and emergency services. During full operation, the Brunswick Industrial Site would
generate a maximum of 174 employee trips per day, while the Centennial kddsis¢riwould generate

a maximum of 4 employee trips per day. In addition to employee traffic, the maximum number of two
way truck trips is 118 trucks completing 236 total daily trips, one inbound and one outbound. The
proposed haul routes go from the Bswick Industrial Site to the Centennial Industrial Site on
Brunswick Road and Whispering Pines Lane orsitif locations on SR49, depending on the location
used for engineered fill. The roadways most heavily impacted by the haul routes are Brunswick Road
between E. Bennett Road and Project Driveway; Brunswick Road between E. Bennett Road and
Whispering Pines Lane; Brunswick Road between SR 49 and Whispering Pines Lane; E. Bennett Road
between Project Driveway and Brunswick Road; Whispering Pines LanedmeBvaenswick Road and
Crown Point Circle; and Whispering Pines Lane between Crown Point Circle and the Centennial
Industrial Site.

ROBERT D. NIEHAUS, INC. 6 Econanic Consulting
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3. ECONOMIC IMPACFROM PROPOSED PROJECT SPENDING

This sectionestimateghe economic impacts in Nevada County from construciwh operation of the
proposed projedf it were to operate at its anticipated capacityie proposed project would increase
economic activity and support new jobs due to local spending and employment associateiatith
construction and ongoingnining activities. This new spending and employment would have spillover
effects to local businesses and residentR@¥ purchases goods and services from other businesses in
the county, which in turn spend some portion of this money and potentially empliopreaddcounty
residents. In addition to this activity, workers supported directly and indirectly by the proposed project
would spend money at local businesses, such as shops and restaurants, resulting in additional economi
activity and jobs

RDN recognizes that aggregate economic effects do not fully account for impacts to existing individual
businesses in the area because the proposed project would impact businesses differently. For example,
local truck repair shop may get additional busseepairing trucks used by the mining operation, while

a local restaurant with outdoor seating along the transportation corridor may suffer reduced patronage
due to the degraded atmosphere from traffic and noise. This study considers these impacts by
incorporating feedback obtained through stakeholder interviews to better understand potential project
impacts that are not captured in the aggregated data.

This analysis evaluates the shtatm and longerm impact of the proposed proje¢tie construction
andrampup phases of the proposed projeaiuld result in bortterm economic impact3.he proposed
project schedule includes I8onthsof construction ad 18 months of initial ramp up. Impacts from
these phases would be shtatm, as they are expected to last only for the duration of construction and
rampup activity. Economic mpacts from ongoing operation tife proposecroject are expected to
continte as long as the project operates at its anticipated capatiege impacts are theredor
considered longerm impacts that continue for the life of the projethis analysis evaluates the
economic impacts in the following periods:

Year I Constructionaboveground)

Year 2 Constructionabove grouny dewatering andhnitial rampup
Year 3 Rampupto full operation

Year 4+ Annualongoingoperation

This report adjustall dollar figuresfor inflatoni n or der t o pr es e nThereforee m | |
thepr oposed pr qlewruesénd ecenenpicempacisseach yeaare preserdin constant

2022 dollarsIn the case of ongoing annual expenaed revenuesthe amounts of these cash flows
appear unchanged over tithecausehis studyassumeshese cash flowsvould escalatat the projected

rate of inflation and therdeflatesshemby the same projected rate of inflatioto i ng t hem i nt
dollars.For exampleassume the proposed project purchas@hadd hats each yeaf.the costfor 100

hard has is $1Q000 in 2022 and inflation is.8 percent, the cost would be $200 in 2023, $10609in

2024, etc. Once these costs deflatedto constant 2022 dollars using a rate of 3.0 percent, they would

be $D,000in 2022, 2023, 2024, and evdnture year of the project.

3.1 Project Payroll and Expenditures

This study uses anticipated employment and payroll expenditures based on data provided by RGV. The
proposed project would employ 63 workers during the construction and dewatering phase, 121 workers

ROBERT D. NIEHAUS, INC. 7 Econanic Consulting



ECONOMIC IMPACT DREPROPOSED IDAHMARYLAND MINE PROJECT 15 NovembeR022

during the initial rampp period, and 312 workers duringll ongoing operation. During the
construction phase, 52 of the 63 workers would perform construction work related to the proposed
pr oj e c t-grand anfrastruaure and mine dewatering. RDN estimates that the remaining 11
workers would perform constrtion work related to the potable water pipeline and other conveyance
infrastructure needed to provide water from Nevada Irrigation District (NID) to up to 30 residential
properties currently on wells along 1.25 miles of East Bennett Road. This estirhagseason average
construction costs provided NID.

Table 3-1 presents anticipated workforce, average anonaaipensation (i.e., waggdus benefits) and

total payoll during full operations. The majority of construction workers would be contractors rather
than direct employees of RGV. The 121 workers for the ramperiod represents the average
employment across the -IBonth project phase, during which employmemtuld consistently grow.
During full operation, theproposedproject would employ 312ull-time workers with a totabnnual
payroll of $38.1 million. RGV projects they would hire 213 of these workers locally and recruit 99
workers from outside the county @¥, 2021).

Table3-1. ProjectedWorkforceand Annual Averag€ompensatiorand Payrollby Category

Job Category Total L(_)cal Nonchal Avera_ge Total
Jobs  Hires Hires Compensation Payrolf
Underground Mine 156 98 58 $123,000 $19,188,000
Mineral Processing 36 36 0 $108,000 $3,888,000
Trades 34 26 8 $126,000 $4,284,000
Laborg¢ Underground 17 17 0 $89,000 $1,513,000
Geology, Engineering, and Environmenta 28 14 14 $130,000 $3,640,000
Accountants, Administration, and Security 16 16 0 $110,000 $1,760,000
Surface equipment operators 6 6 0 $99,000 $594,000
Managers and Supervisors 19 0 19 $172,000 $3,268,000
Total or Weighted Average 312 213 99 $122,000 $38,135,000

1Total payroll in millions
2Numbers may not sum due to rounding

RGV projects the average compensatmiuding wages and benefitsr their 312 employees would be
$122,000per year This includes employees that are hired locally and from outside theBaszd on

the average compensation by job categdahg 213 employeedired locally would have araverage
compensatiof $117,000 per yeand the 99 employees hired from outside €ounty would have an
average compensation of $134,q8¥ year The difference in average compensation local and non

local hiresis primarily driven by the 19 nelocal employees RGV expects to hire for manager and
supervisor positions, which havepeojectedaverage compensation of $172,000 per y€Ehe. weighted

average compensation for all employees excluding managers and supervisors would be $119,000 pel
year.
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Table 3-2 presents anticipateannuallocal operational expenditures on goods and services, including
RGVds initial estimates and RDNGs adjustment s.

Table3-2. Annual Local Operational Expenditures on Goods &uivicedy Category

Expenditure Category . RGV . 20, ngsed

Estimate Adjustment Estimate
Office, Administration, & Miscellaneous $1,232,000 - $1,232,000
Engineering, Environmental, and Professional Service $360,000 - $360,000
Facility and Road Operation and Maintenahce $457,000 $24,000 $481,000
Electric Power and Fuel $7,918,000 ($7,442,000) $476,000
Equipment Maintenance and Repair $210,000 - $210,000
Operating Supplies $1,327,000 - $1,327,000
Transportation and Deliveries $368,000 - $368,000
Lodging and Local Transportation $639,000 ($128,000) $511,000
TotaP $12,511,000 ($7,546,000) $4,965,000

1RDN adjusted this category by deducting $12,000 for internet expensesidimg) $36,000 for water expenditures
2Numbers may not sum due to rounding

The proposed projectbdés anticipated | ocal oper at
would occur within the county) are $5.0 million. R@Ybvided initial expenditures estimates and RDN
adjusted them based on the dynamics of specific industries. RDN excluded expenditures to utility
companies that are headquartered outside of the local area because these expenditures would nc
substantially #iect local economic activity and employment. In the case of electrical expenditures to
Pacific Gas and Electricity (PG&E), payments to their customer service office in Nevada City would be
routed to PG&EOG6s headquart er sedthraughdthistofiiee waulthaod n t
affect its operation in terms of costs or employment. Additionally, although much of the electricity used

in the project area is generated locally and delivered by electrical infrastructure built and maintained by
local wokers, an increase in local demand would not necessarily increase the amount of electricity
generated locally or the amount of ongoing infrastructure maintenance activity. The power grid is a
dynamic system that is managed across the state, and new denwareddrea may be served by any
number of generation facilities throughout the state.

RDN also adjusted anticipated local expenditures for taxis, rental cars, and airport shuttles. The closest
major airport is located outside of Nevada County, so somkesktexpenditures would likely occur
outside the local area. Finally, RDN adjusted expenditure data to account for the cost of water RGV
would purchase fromNID to serve up t@0 residential properties currently on wells along East Bennett
Road

3.2 Input -Output Methodology and Inputs

This analysisevaluateghe economic impacof the proposed projeat Nevada CountyisingIMPLAN,

a widely recognized economic modelisgftware platforrcommonly used in the planning community
The key component of thiMIPLAN platform is an inpubutput (FO) model containing accounting
tables that trace the linkages of interindustry purchases and sales in a specific regiood@éhases
these linkages to calculate the impacts per dollar of spending on jobs, income, and additional
expenditures irone industry on the overall economytbé studyregion. For more information on the
IMPLAN modeling process, visit IMPLAN.com.
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This study presentghe potental direct, indirect, inducedand totaleconomicimpactsof the proposed
projectin Nevada Countyn terms ofoutput,employmentandlabor incomeThesempactsinclude:

1 Direct Impacts: The proposed projectvould drawdollars into the local aressome of which
RGV woulduse to pay for supplies, services, and |dbmm local businesse3hedirectimpacs
of the proposed projeatcludethe outpubf themine, whichis the market value of all goods and
services produck by the ming jobs working directly for the mingand the labor income
associated with those jab€onstruction activities would also draw dollars into the area,
stimulating the local economy and producing output in the form of new buildings and
infrastricture.

1 Indirect Impacts: Indirect impacts include output jobs and labor incomeat businesses
supported byf{1) RGV6 s pr o c ur e me.mpurchaspseingdodsnagd services used in the
course of businesand (2)local expenditures bgupplying industries respomg) to demand
from the sectorsvheretheseinitial expenditures oceu An example of an indiredmpactis
increasecemploymentand spendindy a local firm providing services t®GV. For example,
supposeRGV hires ABC Maintenance to repair some machinery. ABC Maintenance then
purchases parts from a local wholesaler to perform the work. R&Xpenditures to ABC
Maintenance the jds at ABC Maintenancesupported by this spendingnd the resulting
increased salex partsand associated employmereall indirectimpactsof RGV6 s o par at i
expenditures

1 Induced Impacts: Employeesof RGV, as well asemployees ofbusinessedirectly and
indirectly impaced byRGV0 s e x p ewodld spemd apastion of their incomein Nevada
County. Local gpending by these employeasad the employmerdand labor incomé supports
are induced impacs. Examples of inducedmpactsinclude output employment and labor
incomeat businesses such as retail stores, gas stations, banks, restaurants, and service companie
that supply goods and services to workers and their families

1 Total Impacts: The totalimpacts arehe sum of all direct, indirect, and indudetpacts

The proposed proje@t spendingon construction and operatiomcluding payroll and procurement of
goods and servicesyould drive the economic impacts of the proje€his analysis relies on
employmat, payroll, and local spendirgstimateshased on data provided by RGV and reviewed and
adjusted by RDN. Refer tB8ection3.1 Project Payroll and Expendituref®r detailsregarding these
estimatesThe proposed priogudect 6s expenditures

1. Construction Expenditures. RGV would payfor construction ohboveground facilities, initial
dewateringof the mine, and construch of underground water pipelines and associated
infrastructure Construction of the proposed project woolctur over 18 months andquire an
estimated 52workers for aboveground facilities and dewatering and 11 workers for
undergroundwvater pipelinesRGV was not able to provide estimated costs for construction of
aboveground facilities and dewateringso RDN used the IMPLAN model to translates
number of construction workers tioe estimated costs associated with that level of employment
RDN obtained the estimated cost of construction for underground pipelines and associated
infrastructure fronNID.
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2. Payroll Expenditures: RGV projects theywould spend $8.1 million per yearempbying 312
workers at the minduring full operationRefer toTable3-1 in Section3.1: Project Payroll and
Expendituredor a breakdown oénticipated workforceaverageannualcompensationand total
payroll. During the 18month rampup period, RGV projects they would employ an average of
121 workers. This analysis assumes the same average pay for these workers as for those tha
would be employed during full operations.

3. Operational Expenditures on Goods and ServicesRGV would procure a portion of tlggods
and services necessary to support the propo
Nevada CountyAnnual expenditures during full operation of the proposexiept would be
approximately $5.0 million per yeaRefer to Table 3-2 in Section3.1 Project Payroll and
Expendituresfor a breakdown ofanticipated local operational expenditures on goods and
services, including RGVOs i nThisiamalysis acsouritsmat e s
the industrylevel effects ofthe proposed projeits oper ati onal spendi ng
industry codegor these expenditureas defined by the North American Industry Classification
System (NAICS).For the rampup period, this analysis scales down anticipated operational
expendiures proportiondy to the anticipated level of employment dgyithe rampup period
relative to full operations.

3.3 Output, Jobs, and Labor Income

Total output represents the amount of money that would circulate in the economy as a result of the
proposed pie@ ct 6 s act i v ithémultipian dffect that it gegtaged by the portion of each

dollar that gets rgpent locally.In this analysis, direct output represents the value of everything that
would be produced by RGV, including the neaeifities and infrastructure they woutdiild during the
construction phase, aride minerals they would mine, process, and sell to the market during the ramp
up and full operatiophasesindirect output includleRGVo6s i ni ti al spendodsng oOf
and servicesand the successiverounds of spending thatould occur at businesses across multiple
sectors Induced output includes all of the spending by RGV employees and employees at businesses
supported directly and indirectly by RGV spendifige total outputis the sum ofdirect, indirect, and
inducedoutput Indirect and induced impactslative to the total impacepresent the multiplier effect of
RGV6s direct output.

Because much othe total outpuwo ul d be r el at ethis ahapsis &sG ¥shmsatepa o f i
icommuni toympactstepthet b ¢ a | community include the mul
(i.e., the sum of indirect and induced outpat)h e v a | u enewdyfcon®r@cted facilities and
infrastructure, an® G V ayroll gpendingto local residents
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Table3-3presents the proposed pr oj eandtotal impasttinitenms bfe d ¢
outputfor each year of the construction and rangpperiod, and for ongoing operatidhalso provides
the economic multiplier, multipliezffect andthe community impact for each of these periods.

Table3-3. AnnualOutput (in millions 2022dollars)

Type of Impact Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4+
Direct $10.1 $13.5 $69.7 $179.8
Indirect $2.7 $2.6 $2.4 $6.1
Induced $2.4 $4.5 $6.6 $16.9
Total $15.2 $20.6 $78.6 $202.8
Multiplier 151 1.52 1.13 1.13
Multiplier Effect $5.1 $7.1 $8.9 $23.0
Community Impact $15.2 $20.6 $23.7 $61.1

INumber may not sum due to rounding
2The multiplier effect isquivalentto the sum of indirect and induced impacts
3 The community impact represeritsdirect and induced effects, the value of construdted ¥ NI & & NHzOG dzZNB = | y R

Thetotal economic impact oéxpenditures by the proposed project would increase eachlyeag the
construction and rampp period andeach approximately $202.8 million per year of output during full
operaion. Th e pr o p o s dirdct impad jis ehmainrua output producedby mining activity
estimated at $179.8 mill i on ofd@8s@dunces of old Yer gearp r o
and the current thregear average price of gotif $1,659 per ounceOf these fundsRGV wouldsperd
approximately$5.0 million on procurement ofocal goodsand services to suppottieir operations

which would generatean indirect economic impact of6f million. These impactsvould accrue to
businesses wherRGV initially sperdst hese funds as wel|l as to tho
addition to direct and indirect impacthe proposed project woulgenerate an induced impact of6$d

million due to household spending BYGV employees and employees of the businesses supported
directly or indirectly byRGV6 eperational spending.

This analysis estimates that tpertion of the total economic activity that wouidhpact the local
community during full project operationwould be $61.1 million per yealhe IMPLAN analysis
generated an econommaultiplier for the proposed projeah Nevada Countyf 1.13 which indicates
that each dollar worth of output generatediy proposed project would suppart additional 13 cents

of indirect and induce@utput i.e., economi@ctivity, in Nevada Countyue to local and successive
rounds of spendingTherefore, the multiplier effect wouldesult in$230 million of output. This, in
combi nat i o nocavpayrdil spB"@ivgGs$38.1 million, comprises the total community impact
of $61.1 million per yeafrigure3-1 shows the community impact during full operationitmpact type.

Figure3-1. Annual Community Impact during Full Operation by Impact Type (in millions; 2022 dollars)

Induced Impact
$16.9

Direct Impact

Indirect Impact (RGV Payroll),
$6.1 $38.1
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Output during the construction and ramp periods would be $15.2 million in Year 1, $20.6 ioiilin
Year 2, and $78.6 million in Year 3. The community impattYear 1land Year 2 arequal to the total
output becausBGV6 sxpenditures would go toward construction of local infrastructlegelopment

of the mine, and mill commissioning, all of igh produce value locally. This analysis assumes the mine
would beginmining and processing minerals in Y& andwould therefore start generating output in the
form of RGV revenudn that year The estimated community impact in Year 3 is $23.7 million in
output.

Operation of the proposed project would generate local jobsassmtiatedabor income including

direct jobs workingor the mine indirectjobsworkingforb usi nesses supported b
expenditures, and induced jobs working bursinesses that supply goods and services to workers and
their families.All direct jobs working for the mine would be fttiime positions and each count as one

job in the following analysis. However, thamalysis estimates the employment impact in tevfrthe

total number of jobs, pgahe IMPLAN methodology, rather than fullme equivalentjobs. This means

that two partime indirect or inducedobs would count as two jobs rather than one. Labor income
includes thecombined cost of total payroll paid emmployees (e.gwages and salaries, benefignd

payroll taxes) and payments received by-satployed individuals and unincorporated business owners.

Table3-4presents the proposed projectods estimated c
jobs and labor income for each year of the construction andugmpriod, and for ongoing operation.

Table3-4. AnnualEmployment and Labor Income

Type of Impact Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4+
Employment (in number of jobs)

Direct 63.0 93.0 121.0 312.0
Indirect 17.6 19.2 20.4 52.6
Induced 15.8 29.6 42.8 110.4
Totalt 96.3 141.8 184.2 475.0
Labor Income (in millions2022dollars)

Direct $4.5 $9.7 $14.8 $38.1
Indirect $0.7 $0.8 $0.8 $2.2
Induced $0.7 $1.4 $2.0 $5.1
Total $5.9 $11.9 $17.6 $45.4

1Number may not sum due to rounding

Ongoingoperation of the proposed project would support an estimated 47%njdb$45.4 million in

labor income in Nevada Coungyinually This includes 312 jobs working directly for RG#&I of which

would be fulltime positions. The remaining 163 jobs would be a mix oftfole and partime jobs

working for businesses supported directly and indirectly by RGV expenditures and associated household
spendingBased on RGVO el sgendng of $38.& milliop, awenage annual compensation

for their workers would be $122,008stimatedincome for the indirect and induced jobs amounts to
$7.3 million, which equates to average annual compensation of $44,000 for these jobs.

Many of thedirect, indirect, and induced expenditutést wouldoccur as a result dhe proposed
project would alsogenerate local tax payments. RDN evaluatieel totaltax effectsfrom project
spending in Nevada County that would aed all taxing entities irthe county, as well as tl@mount
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of tax dollarsthat would accrué¢ot he Count y 0 sReférdaabectionsl3 Ta&xuRevenuegor
the results othistax analysis.
3.4 Impacts to Commercial Industries

Operation of the proposed project and associated indirect and induced spending would impact hundreds
of industries in Nevada County.

Table 3-5 displays the topl2 industries that would be impacted by operation of the proposed project in
terms of output, employmgrand labor income.
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Table3-5. Industries withLargest Impact in terms of Output, Employment, andlor Income

Industry Direct Indirect Induced Total

Output

Gold Ore Mining $179,800,000 $1,000 $1,000 $179,802,000
Retail Sales $0 $667,000 $1,880,000 $2,547,000
Wholesale Suppliers $0 $1,373,000 $886,000 $2,259,000
Healthcare Services $0 $0 $1,837,000 $1,837,000
Real Estate Services $0 $243,000 $927,000 $1,171,000
Restaurants and Drinking Places $0 $31,000 $1,048,000  $1,080,000
Financial Services $0 $34,000 $813,000 $847,000
Local Government Enterprises $0  $116,000 $623,000 $739,000
Services to Buildings and Landscaping $0 $434,000 $136,000 $571,000
Insurance Providers and Related Activity $0 $54,000 $511,000 $566,000
Truck Transportation $0  $380,000 $38,000 $418,000
Hotels and Motels $0 $411,000 $0 $412,000
Employment

Gold Ore Mining 312.0 0.0 0.0 312.0
Retail Sales 0.0 6.7 16.7 23.4
Restaurants and Drinking Places 0.0 0.5 13.1 13.5
Healthcare Services 0.0 0.0 13.0 13.0
Wholesale Suppliers 0.0 5.1 5.0 10.1
Dry-Cleaning and LaundBervices 0.0 6.6 0.6 7.2

Services to Buildings and Landscaping 0.0 5.0 15 6.5

Real Estate Services 0.0 1.3 4.6 5.9

Individual and Family Services 0.0 0.0 5.9 5.9

Financial Services 0.0 0.2 4.5 4.7

Hotels and Motels 0.0 4.6 0.0 4.6
Transit andsround Passenger Transportation 0.0 3.6 0.8 4.3
Labor Income

Gold Ore Mining $38,135,000 $0 $0 $38,135,000
Healthcare Services $0 $0 $1,036,000 $1,036,000
Retail Sales $0 $313,000 $718,000 $1,030,000
Restaurants an®rinking Places $0 $15,000 $436,000 $451,000
Local Government Enterprises $0 $62,000 $225,000 $287,000
Dry-Cleaning and Laundry Services $0  $243,000 $21,000 $264,000
Services to Buildings and Landscaping $0 $188,000 $62,000 $250,000
Automotive Repair and Maintenance $0 $19,000 $223,000 $242,000
Financial Services $0 $9,000 $196,000 $205,000
Hotels and Motels $0 $187,000 $0 $187,000
Wholesale Suppliers $0 $98,000 $83,000 $180,000
TruckTransportation $0 $157,000 $16,000 $173,000

1 Numbers may not sum due to roundiipllar figuregpresented in 2022 dollars amdunded to thousans

ROBERT D. NIEHAUS, INC. 15 Econanic Consulting




















































































































































































